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During the last decade, a widespread movement of citizen advocate groups has
emerged whose members, many of whom are victims of drunk drivers, work to reduce
the level and consequences of drunk driving. Their efforts are widely seen by a variety
of observers as having had some success. For instance, Senator John Danforth in recent
congressional hearings said of MADD,

This organization has made the public realize that drunk driving is not a
victimless crime. This change in public attitude has made it possible for those
of us in Congress and in State legislatures to pass stronger drunk driving laws.
(1988)

Franklin Zimring (1988), a consistently skeptical social observer, discussing these
local advocacy groups says, “..the mobilization [by the groups] of public opinion has been
partially responsible for the increased prominence of drunk driving as a public policy
issue” (p. 374), and goes on to say, “My guess is that citizen action groups are a more
important explanation [than others] of the passage of legislation in the 1980s” (p. 380).
Finally, Mark Wolfson (1988) concluded in his systematic evaluation of the effects of
local advocacy that the efforts of these groups positively affected State legislative
initiatives and “may have [had] some influence on fatalities” (p. 9).

Any organized effort to encourage the continued growth and vitality of this inde-
pendent citizens’ movement must depend upon an adequate description and under-
standing of its emergence, the community support and attention it receives, its typical
structural forms, the personal lives of its activists, and the nature and extent of its
organized activities. It must depend, too, upon an understanding of the typical difficulties
that such movements encounter in maintaining continued high levels of citizen advocacy.

‘The Development of the Local Movement 2

The citizens’ movement against drunk driving consists of a number of different
national and local organizations. At the national level are two umbrella groups, Mothers

1 The original research described in this chapter was supported, in part, by a grant from the National
Science Foundation (SES-8419767) and continuing support from the Life Cycle Institute at The Catholic
University of America. We thank Mark Wolfson for his continuing contributions to this research.

2 Most of the evidence upon which this description is based was gathered during the 1985-86 period and
refers to the experience within the United States. Any changes the movement has undergone since then are,
‘therefore, not reflected in this account.
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Against Drunk Driving (MADD), headquartered in Hurst, Texas, and Remove Intoxi-
cated Drivers-USA (RID), headquartered in Schenectady, New York. Both groups have
a large number of local chapters spread across many States. In addition to MADD and
RID, there are a number of regional and local citizens’ groups that are not affiliated with
any national umbrella group, which we call “outliers.” After an exhaustive attempt to
generate a census of local groups, we estimate that 458 local groups, including MADD
chapters, RID chapters, and outliers, existed in 1985. The pattern of foundings of these
groups and their present distribution across the United States is described below.

Remove Intoxicated Drivers (RID). The citizens’ movement against drunk driving
began in 1978. During that year, three local groups formed in New York State. These
groups were later to become affiliated with a national umbrella group, Remove Intoxi-
cated Drivers (RID), started by Doris Aiken in Schenectady, New York in 1979. In 1979,
four more groups started in New York that were to affiliate with RID. In 1980, two more
RID chapters formed, both in New York State. o

In 1981, 14 RID chapters formed, including four in New York. That was the first year
in which RID chapters formed outside of New York State —in Oklahoma, Mas-
sachusetts, Tennessee, New Jersey, Wisconsin, Colorado, Connecticut, Pennsylvania,
and Texas. The growth of RID peaked in 1982, when 18 new groups formed (see figure
1). As of 1985, RID had 70 active chapters in 23 States, although the majority were in
New York (22 chapters), Illinois (6 chapters), and Tennessee (5 chapters).

Mothers Against Drunk Driving (MADD). Candy Lightner and others formed a group
called Mothers Against Drunk Drivers (later to become Mothers Against Drunk Driv-
ing) in Sacramento, California, in 1980 after Candy’s daughter was killed by a drunk
driver. A second MADD chapter formed in California in 1980. In contrast to RID,
MADD was quick to diversify geographically: the nine MADD chapters formed in 1981
were in California (2 chapters), Florida (2 chapters), Ohio (2 chapters), Pennsylvania,
Texas, and Kentucky (1 chapter each). The growth of MADD accelerated at a breath-
taking pace over the next few years (sce figure 1). As of 1985, an estimated 377 MADD
chapters existed, with at least one chapter in every State except Idaho and Montana.
Chapters of MADD were most heavily concentrated in California (29 chapters), Florida
(25 chapters), and Texas (26 chapters).

Outliers. The pattern of founding of groups that are not affiliated with any national
organization has been somewhat harder to estimate. Since they are not affiliated nation-
ally, no comprehensive listing of these groups is maintained. Information could be
collected directly from only 11 groups, although this is almost certainly an underestimate
of their actual number. One outlier group, Concerned Citizens and Victims of Drunk
Drivers, of Reno, Nevada, was one of the earliest groups, having formed in 1979.

As of 1985, outliers included a number of regional coalitions, such as the Alliance
Against Intoxicated Motorists (AAIM), which is concentrated in Illinois, and Rid
Arizona of Intoxicated Drivers (RAID), which, as the name suggests, is limited to
Arizona. In all, outliers were found in Arizona, California, Illinois, Nevada, New
Hampshire, North Carolina, Oregon, Utah, and Virginia.

Thus, the citizens’ movement against drunk driving began with the formation of a few
local groups, two of which developed first into primarily regional movements in New
York State and California. However, by 1985 the movement had become truly national
in scope, with an estimated 458 local groups and at least one in every State but
Montana.

3 We have not included certain kinds of groups that devote extensive efforts to the issue of drunk driving
in our analysis of advocacy groups. Such groups include locals of Students Against Driving Drunk (SADD)
and Boost Alcohol Consciousness Concerning the Health of University Students (BACCHUS), which are,
respectively, high school and college student groups.
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Figure 1: New Foundings and Cummulative Number of Groups by Year
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1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985
YEAR
1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985
MADD 2 9 88 104 93 81
RID 3 4 2 14 18 12 10 7
Outlier 1 1 4 3 1l 1
Total 3 5 4 © 24 110 119 104 89
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Patterns of Local Group Founding

The aggregate temporal pattern of local anti-drunk driving advocacy group founding
through 1985 can be seen in figure 1. Only a few groups formed between 1978 and 1980,
while a burst of foundings occurred in 1981. The peak year for new foundings was 1983,
with the number of new groups founded dropping off through 1984 and 1985. While the
rate of new group formation declined during these years, the total number of local groups
continued to expand.

The pattern of emergence of these local groups was uneven between 1978 and 1985,
Many communities lacked a local advocacy group dedicated primarily to the issue of
 drinking and driving in 1985, while other communities saw a group form rather late in
the period. Our analyses (McCarthy et al. 1988; McCarthy and Wolfson 1988) of this
process indicated that neither a high rate of alcohol-related motor vehicle fatalities nor
the prior existence of an Alcohol Safety Action Project, each of which might be expected
to do so, predicted the formation of an advocacy group by 1985 in a local community.
Community size was important because larger communities were more likely to see
groups formed and formed early than were smaller communities. We concluded that this
founding pattern is similar to the diffusion of other kinds of innovations (see Hamblin
et al. 1973). To the extent that common understandings concerning drinking and driving
as a soluble problem and specific models for citizen advocacy are available, the more
citizens in any community, the more likely a local group will emerge. Given that most
- groups are formed by a single highly motivated individual, family, or small cluster of
friends, group foundings are quite unpredictable events.




































